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'This paper is being filed in support of Applicants' 2 s * P.re~Appea! Brief Request for 
Review. A Notice of Appeal has been tiled herewith m response to a Final Office Action mailed 

, s v 2^ «. < 'oi \x \ i iv. > tx^o o }h^uj\y>iv a n^^iu 
Action mailed on 7/13/06} in response to Applicants' initial filing of a Notice of Appeal and Pre- 
Appeal Brief Request for Review on March 1?, 2097. Applicants respectfully contend that the 
claim rejections set forth in the Final Office Action are clearly erroneous as a matter of iact 
and/or law, 

previously considered and seemingly rejected by the Panel of Examiners in die P* Pre- Appeal 
Brief Review, It is unclear why the Examiner is maintaining these rejections once again and why 
Applicants are once again being forced to address the same issues by this 2™ Notice of Appeal, 
and Request for Pre- Appeal Brief Review. At the very least, the obviousness rejections of 
independent claims 1 and 36 are improper as a matter of law and fact for at least die same 
reasons previously asserted and considered by the Panel, 

To reiterate, with respect to claim L Applicants respectfully submit that the combination 
> * \t \ uK * ee.s.v ^-Cs^ce ^„cv\>t' oiaL\uono\^ o«e\*rp 

, . .a first communication system, operatively coupled to a television set, comprising a 
first R.P transceiver unit and a first data processing unit for generating at least one information 
signal ... a wireless signal transfer network for wirelessly transferring signals including die at 
least one information signal ... a second communication system operatively coupled to the 
wireless transfer network, comprising a second RF transceiver unit and a second data processing 



unit for receiving and processing the at bast one information signal and. , , . generating at least 
one return Information signal and providing the at least one return information signal to the 
wireless signal transfer network, wherein she at least one information signal and the at least one 
return information signal are independently transmitted from a television signal. 

The final Office Action fails to present sound legal reasoning to support the obviousness 
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television distribution system (see. Col. 1. lines 10-13), The Examiner acknowledges, at the very 
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4. lines 25 ~ COL. 5. line 17} thai return data is independently transmitted from a TV signal (see 
page v of ihe Hna! Action). It is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's reliance on Lancelot 

To begin, Lancelot discloses in F1.0.. 2 a primary station (105) which is a shared (trunked) 
device in a central location that provides services to many subscribers and users. The primary 
station 1 105) sends data to a plurality of secondary stations (1 1.0} that are located within die 
users' homes (including telephones. PCs. video displays, etc.) via a HFC (hybrid fiber coaxial) 
w» r n»^^\^M ioiuv J m. qn n \ -^n »n itw^rulv uvh>k 
signals (via combiner (104}} on the HFC communications system (103), and that CACS (cable 
access signaling is used for transmission and reception of data, etc. over communication channel 
(103) at radio frequencies compatible with cable television CATV networks (see, Cot 4, lines 
45-66, and Col. 5. lines 45-55, 
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bandwidth cable networks, which she \pphuanis have distinguished from ihe elauned imcrhmns 
t vo e > ge^ i ,\1 N o \p > vv?^ »*x\r , u> nns era^l l,.tceV se^uaai\ 
irrelevant and actually teaches away from the claimed inventions 



M oreover, the Examiner has not demonstrated proper motivation for combining 
Krigbergh and L ancelot The Examiner contends that it would have been obvious to modify 
Kr;s <cgb v I aoec of Vhlvugh n^t ch a, n aopeass i ut hvininvr emends mat a ^oukl haw 
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transmitting a data, signal downstream independent of a TV signal. 

However, it is axiomatic that if a proposed modification would render a prior ait 
invention being modified unsatisfactory for its intended purpose, men there is no suggestion or 
motivation to make the proposed modification. See, MPE.P 2143,01, citing in re Gordon, ?33 
P. 2d 900 (Fed. Cir, 1964), Furthermore, if the proposed modification or combination of the prior 
art would change the principle of operation, of die prmr art invention being modified, then the 
teachings of the references ate not sufficient to render the claims prima facie obvious. See, 
MPEP 2143 ..Oh citing M Ratti, 270 F.2d 810 (CCPA 1959). 

^ \ V x s n » * K \ \ x I ' 5 ! i U J t V 5 s n if 

data signal in a VB! of the TV video signal tor purposes of displaying the data on a display 
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cites advantages to such downstream data transmission (see, e,g„ Col Z t lines 1-34). Examiner's 
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obviousness rejections deficient on their thee. 
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the combination ofKrisbergh and Lancelot would not change the principle 
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. she amount of dam that Krisbergh system can be transmitted downstream on 

However this contention misses the point and tails to address Applicants' above 

' \ vgaah> vomd mud,un*m;ail\ change ihc pHOvmfc a^J rt.:p-^a <>, 0k- Rushes ap s>^-m. 
which renders the obviousness rejections deilcient on their faee. Again, Lancelot discloses that 
a TV signal is transmitted with other signals (via combiner { 1 04}} on the HFC communications 



sxssem (105k ami Put C'ACS (cable access «mnahne is used tor iranNunssion and reeepbon m 
ih u > > v m hanneltjur) at radio heouenvues compatible *hh cubic 

u \i u \ % u ^ \s Col. 4, lines -l5-r><\ and f N ol. 5. hues 45-55 In thi\ regard, 
i i s v u Uiv\n *h ot'uMngco^n^ni«HcatH>usv i %crlo\vkiiKh\i>jth ;abie network. 
I * * ? ! s-j •> ! \ chimed inventions 

N o ti v n v xcttuiiv submit diat claim 36 is patentable and non-obvious over the 
u \? v M i do are N aojv o o> $ nl ^oJutg^er Ime v >r 

v -Mm* l and 36 (and all claims thai depend therefrom) are patentable 



, llv Jutw >a te vOjw,K,.o, set forth in the Final Office Action are wholly erroneous and 
simply devoid of any legal basis. As can he readily gleaned from me assertions on pages 4 and 5 
of the Final Office Action, the Examiner unreasonably demands that the Applicants provide a 
modification of FIG. 2 showing two separate communication units (104), with a V unit {104) 
being coupled to the Satellite transceiver and to a TV display ( 1 02k and a second unit < 104 being 
coupled to the satellite transceiver and the server i 1 1 0). 

However, this requirement is neither reasonable nor legally justifiable given that FIG. I 
Mygarlv d^ Indeed, FIG. I already illustrates two 
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transceiver ( 1 06a) and the server { 1 1 0), Notwithstanding that the basis for this drawing 
objection is somewhat unintelligible tsee page 4 of the Final Action), there is simply no reason to 
force the Applicants, especially at this late stage of prosecution, to provide duplicate drawings or 
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As discussed on page .1 .1 , et seq. of Applicants* spec). deaden, FIG. 2 Is an. exemplary 
embodiment of a communication unit (104) for providing interactive television functions and 
that (as stated on page 1 5, lines 4~6k the remote communication unit {104} connected to the 



station to be connected to s television set,,.- In. other words. Applicants teach that the 
embodiment of the unit (104) in. FIG, is applicable to both units (!04) depicted m FIG. 1 . 

In short, based on the above, it is clear that the Examiner's drawing objections are legally 
improper and would result in duplicate or otherwise superfluous illustrations thai are simply not 
necessary. As such. Applicants respeettully request that the Panel withdraw the drawmg 
objections. In the event that the Panel rinds the claim rejections and drawing objections to he 
viable, but that the drawing objections are not appealable, Applicants request that die Appeal go 
forward with the claim rejections and thai the drawing objections he severed so that Applicants 
can die a .Petition to with the Commissioner to withdraw ok domm^oh vcu*t.v >t\v-ncd„ 
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